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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -41 have been considered. Claims 1 , 4-7, 9, 11, 14-1 7, and 21-32 
amended as per Applicant's request. Claims 39-41 added as per Applicant's request. 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
4/30/2009 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1-6, 8-9, 11-16, 18-19 and 31-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Merchant et al. (US Patent 6,385,715, herein Merchant). 



5. 



As per claim 1 , Merchant teaches a method comprising: 
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issuing an instruction selected from a queue (Column 3, Lines 25-33; Column 3, 
Lines 43-47); 

enqueuing the instruction issued within a recirculation queue (Column 8, Lines 
13-16); 

selectively setting a state of the instruction in the recirculation queue to one of a 
blocked state if completion of the instruction is prevented by a first detected blocking 
condition and an unblocked state if completion of the instruction is prevented by a 
second detected blocking condition (Column 8, Lines 42-53, the long latency instruction 
is a blocked instruction, the dependents are not blocked, as they are not directly 
dependent upon the long-latency event (such as a cache miss), but there is still a 
blocking condition which exists (the independent/long-latency instruction being blocked 
is blocking them). A state is set, as seen in Column 9, Lines 28-36, as the replay queue 
knows what the blocking conditions are for the long-latency instructions, the state must 
be set for that to be recognized), 

wherein the first detected blocking condition corresponds to a first data hazard 
(Column 7, Lines 64-67, a long-latency event), and 

wherein the second detected blocking condition corresponds to a second data 
hazard (Column 8, Lines 42-50, the long latency instruction is the blocking condition); 
and 

reissuing the instruction from the recirculation queue if a third detected blocking 
condition of at least one instruction within the recirculation queue, other than the 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/671 ,844 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2183 

instruction, is satisfied (Column 8, Lines 42-53. Also see Column 11, Lines 19-22, when 
one instruction can go in the queue, all instructions may be unloaded). 

6. As per claim 2, Merchant teaches: The method of claim 1 , wherein issuing 
comprises: 

arbitrating between a plurality of queues to select a queue (Column 9, Lines 42- 

52); 

selecting a current instruction from the queue selected (Column 9, Lines 42-52); 

and 

issuing the current instruction for the queue selected (Column 9, Lines 42-52). 

7. As per claim 3, Merchant teaches the method of claim 2, wherein issuing the 
current instruction comprises: 

determining a state of the current instruction (Column 9, Lines 58-64); 

selecting an alternate queue from the plurality of queues if the state of the 
instruction is blocked (Column 9, Lines 65-67); and 

issuing an instruction selected from the alternate selected queue (Column 9, 
Lines 42-55). 

8. As per claim 4, Merchant teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein 
enqueuing comprises: 

detecting a blocking condition that corresponds to the first detected blocking 
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condition prohibiting the instruction issued from completion 
(Column 8, Lines 54-67); 

placing the instruction within the recirculation queue (Column 9, Lines 1-8); 

setting the state of the instruction as blocked to prohibit reissue of the instruction 
(Column 9, Lines 25-33) (All instructions in the replay queue are blocked and will not be 
not be reissued until the blocking condition has been cleared.); and 

storing the first detected blocking condition (Column 12, Lines 51-57) (The fact 
that the replay unloading controller can selectively choose which long latency instruction 
is referenced by data return signal shows that the blocking condition was stored.). 

9. As per claim 5, Merchant teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising: 
identifying blocking conditions of instructions within the recirculation queue 

(Column 12, Lines 51-57); 

determining whether any blocking condition of any instruction within the 
recirculation queue is satisfied (Column 12, Lines 51-57); and 

enabling recirculation of instructions from the recirculation queue by setting the 
state of each instruction within the recirculation queue to the unblocked state if any 
blocking condition is satisfied (Column 12, Lines 58-60). 

1 0. As per claim 6, Merchant teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein reissuing 
instructions comprises: 

receiving a request to issue an instruction contained within the recirculation 
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queue (Column 12, Lines 51-55) (The data return signal is a request to issue since 
instructions are issued based on the receiving of data.); 

determining a state of a current instruction of the recirculation queue (Column 12, 
Lines 55-57); 

issuing the current instruction if the state of the current instruction is the 
unblocked state in response to the received request (Column 12, Lines 57-60; Column 
12, Lines 14-21); and 

disregarding the request if the state of the current instruction is the blocked state 
(Column 12, Lines 57-60; Column 12, Lines 14-21) (The unloading controller chooses 
which of the replay queues should be unloaded based on the data return signal based 
on the control signals to the mux, the instruction is either issued if it was the instruction 
chosen by the unloading controller or denied if it was not chosen.). 

11. As per claim 8, Merchant teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein reissuing the 
instructions comprises: 

issuing an unblocked instruction in response to a received request (Column 9, 
Lines 28-36}, 

enqueuing the reissued instruction if a blocking condition of the instruction 
remains unsatisfied (Column 7, Lines 9-12); 

setting the state of the reissued instruction to the blocked state (Column 8, Lines 
42- 53); and 

storing the blocking condition (Column 12, Lines 51-57. The fact that the replay 
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unloading controller can selectively choose which long latency instruction is referenced 
by data return signal shows that the blocking condition was stored.). 

12. As per claim 9, Merchant teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein one of the first 
and second detected blocking conditions is one of a data blocking condition and a 
resource blocking condition (Column 8, Lines 13-16). 

13. Claims 11-16 and 18-19 are substantially similar to Claims 1-6 and 8-9, and are 
rejected for the same reasons. 

14. As per Claim 31 , Merchant teaches: A method comprising: 

Issuing an instruction selected from a queue (Column 3, Lines 25-33; Column 3, 
Lines 43-47); 

enqueuing the instruction issued within a recirculation queue selectively setting a 
state of the instructions in the recirculation queue to one of a blocked state if completion 
of the instruction is prevented by a first detected blocking condition and an unblocked 
state if completion of the instruction is prevented by a second detected blocking 
condition (Column 8, Lines 42-53, the long latency instruction is a blocked instruction, 
the dependents are not blocked, as they are not directly dependent upon the long- 
latency event (such as a cache miss). A state is set, as seen in Column 9, Lines 28-36, 
as the replay queue knows what the blocking conditions are for the long-latency 
instructions, the state must be set for that to be recognized), 
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wherein the first detected blocking condition corresponds to a first data hazard 
(Column 7, Lines 64-67, a long-latency event), and 

wherein the second detected blocking condition corresponds to a second data 
hazard (Column 8, Lines 42-50, the long latency instruction is the blocking condition); 

resetting the state of the instruction within the recirculation queue if a third 
detected blocking condition of at least one instruction within the recirculation queue, 
other than the instruction, is satisfied (Column 8, Lines 42-53); and 

reissuing the instruction from the recirculation queue if a state of the instruction is 
indicated as the unblocked state (Column 8, Lines 42-53). 

1 5. As per Claim 32, Merchant teaches: A method comprising: 

issuing a first instruction from a queue (Column 3, Lines 25-33 and 43-47); 
detecting a first blocking condition for the first instruction prior to execution of the 
first instruction (Column 8, Lines 12-18, also see Column 5, Lines 42-49 for other 
blocking conditions, such as lack of source data or waiting for memory); 

setting the first instruction to one of a blocked state when the first blocking 
condition corresponds to a first data hazard and an unblocked state when the first 
blocking condition corresponds to a second data hazard (Column 8, Lines 12-18, it is 
blocked until the condition is cleared, or see Column 7, Lines 9-13 for unblocked 
instruction cases); 

enqueuing the first instruction within a recirculation queue selectively setting a 
state of the instruction in the recirculation queue to one of the blocked state and the 
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unblocked state if completion of the instruction is prevented by the first blocking 
condition (Column 8, Lines 42-53, the long latency instruction is a blocked instruction, 
the dependents are not blocked, as they are not directly dependent upon the long- 
latency event (such as a cache miss). A state is set, as seen in Column 9, Lines 28-36, 
as the replay queue knows what the blocking conditions are for the long-latency 
instructions, the state must be set for that to be recognized); and 

reissuing the first instruction from the recirculation queue if the first blocking 
condition is satisfied (Column 8, Lines 16-18). 

16. As per Claim 33, Merchant teaches: The method of claim 32 further comprising: 

detecting a second blocking condition for a second instruction, wherein the 
second blocking condition differs from the first blocking condition and the second 
instruction differs from the first instruction (Column 8, Lines 12-18, if it can detect one 
instructions blocking condition, it can detect other instructions blocking conditions as 
well); and 

reissuing the first instruction from the recirculation queue if the second blocking 
condition is satisfied (Column 1 1 , Lines 19-21 , when the "first" instruction in the queue 
clears its blocking condition (which could be the "second" or "first" instruction in terms of 
the claim language), all instructions re-issue). 



1 7. As per Claim 34, Merchant teaches: The method of claim 32 further comprising: 
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setting the first instruction to the unblocked state based on the first blocking 
condition (Column 7, Lines 8-12); and 

enqueuing the first instruction within the recirculation queue in the unblocked 
state until the first blocking condition is satisfied (Column 7, Lines 8-12, it will sit in the 
unblocked state in the queue until it can properly issue). 

18. As per Claim 35, Merchant teaches: The method of claim 34 further comprising: 
detecting a second blocking condition for a second instruction, wherein the 

second blocking condition differs from the first blocking condition and the second 
instruction differs from the first instruction (Column 8, Lines 12-18, if it can detect one 
instructions blocking condition, it can detect other instructions blocking conditions as 
well); 

setting the second instruction to the blocked state based on the second blocking 
condition (Column 8, Lines 12-18, it is put in the replay queue); and 

enqueuing the second instruction within the recirculation queue in the blocked 
state until the second blocking condition is satisfied (Column 8, Lines 16-18). 

19. As per Claim 36, Merchant teaches: The method of claim 32, wherein enqueuing 
comprises: 

determining whether the first blocking condition is a transient blocking condition 
(Column 7, Lines 8-12 and Column 8, Lines 12-18, it determines if it is a short or long 
latency event); and 
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setting the first instruction to the unblocked state if the first blocking condition is 
transient (Column 7, Lines 8-12). 

20. As per Claim 37, Merchant teaches: The method of claim 1 , wherein selectively 
setting the state of the instruction in the recirculation queue to the unblocked state is 
based on whether the detected blocking condition is a transient blocking condition 
(Column 8, Lines 12-18, the system differentiates between long latency instructions, 
and the dependent instructions, which are "transient" in the sense that they aren't long 
latency (just dependent on one)). 

21 . As per Claim 38, Merchant teaches: The method of claim 37, further comprising 
delaying reissue of the instruction from the recirculation queue when the instruction is in 
the unblocked state (Column 1 1 , Lines 19-26, it is delayed because the instruction upon 
which it depends is still not ready). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

22. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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23. Claims 10 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Merchant, in view of Official Notice. 

24. As per claims 10 and 20: Merchant et al. do not explicitly disclose using a circular 
queue. However, they do disclose using a FIFO queue (Merchant et al.: Column 9, 
Lines 33-36). Using a circular FIFO queue is well-known in the art since it is easier to 
use a circular FIFO queue than shifting each entry after each dequeue (Official Notice). 
Additionally, Examiner notes that the KSR decision has indicated that the claim is 
obvious if it would have been "obvious to try" from a finite number of predictable 
solutions. There are only a handful of ways to design a queue, with a circular queue 
being one of them, therefore, it cannot be a patentable distinction to simply make a 
queue circular, as opposed to any other type of well-known queue type. 

25. Claims 7, 17, 21-30, and 39-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Merchant. 

26. As per claim 7, Merchant teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein enqueuing 
comprises: 

determining whether the detected blocking condition preventing the instruction 
issued from completion is a transient blocking condition (Column 8, Lines 12-18, the 
system differentiates between long latency instructions, and the dependent instructions, 
which are "transient" in the sense that they aren't long latency (just dependent on one)); 
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setting a state of the instruction to an unblocked state (Column 11, Lines 19-26, 
only the "agent" instructions are considered to be blocked); and 

resetting a state of each instruction within the recirculation queue to an 
unblocked state (Column 9, Lines 28-36), but fails to teach: 

if the detected blocking condition is transient. 

Merchant teaches that instructions can be in either a blocked or unblocked state, 
however, a transient instruction in Merchant would typically move to the replay loop, and 
not the replay queue. However, In re Lindberg, 93 USPQ 23 (CCPA 1952) has 
established that making two parts integral are not a patentable distinction. Examiner 
recognizes that Merchant describes several advantages for having the two be separate, 
as described in Column 8. However, Examiner notes that one of ordinary skill in the art 
would also recognize that the separation of logic creates additional complexity, and if 
one was willing to make the sacrifice of performance in order to reduce complexity, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would remove the replay loop and send everything to the 
replay queue. Therefore, if the queue was to function as both the replay queue and the 
replay loop, transient instructions would also be sent to the queue. 

Claim 17 is substantially similar to Claim 7 and is rejected for the same reasons. 

27. As per claim 21 , Merchant teaches: An apparatus, comprising: 

a received instruction queue to store received instructions (Column 3, Lines 25- 

33; Column 3, Lines 43-47); 

a recirculation queue (Figure 1, the combination of loop 156 and queue 170, 
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starting at controller 154); arbitration logic to select one of the received instruction 
queue and the recirculation queue from which to issue a current instruction (Column 9, 
Lines 42-52); and 

blocked instruction detection logic to identify instructions blocked from execution 
by detected blocking conditions, and to enqueue the instructions onto the recirculation 
queue in one of a blocked state and an unblocked state, including a respective blocking 
condition of each instruction within the recirculation queue, wherein instructions are 
enqueued onto the recirculation queue in the unblocked state (Column 9, Lines 1-8), 
and 

wherein the transient blocking condition corresponds to a data hazard (Column 7, 
Lines 9-1 2), but fails to teach: 

having a transient blocking condition enqueued in the queue. 

Merchant teaches that instructions can be in either a blocked (non-transient) or 
unblocked (transient) state, however, a transient instruction in Merchant would typically 
move to the replay loop, and not the replay queue. However, In re Lindberg, 93 USPQ 
23 (CCPA 1952) has established that making two parts integral are not a patentable 
distinction. Examiner recognizes that Merchant describes several advantages for having 
the two be separate, as described in Column 8. However, Examiner notes that one of 
ordinary skill in the art would also recognize that the separation of logic creates 
additional complexity, and if one was willing to make the sacrifice of performance in 
order to reduce complexity, one of ordinary skill in the art would remove the replay loop 
and send everything to the replay queue. Therefore, if the queue was to function as 
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both the replay queue and the replay loop, transient instructions would also be sent to 
the queue. 

28. As per claim 22, Merchant teaches: The apparatus of claim 21 , wherein the 
blocked instruction detect logic further comprises: 

blocked condition satisfaction logic to: 

detect whether a blocking condition of an instruction within the recirculation 
queue is satisfied, and 

set a state of each instruction within the recirculation queue to the unblocked 
state if the blocking condition of the instruction within the recirculation queue is satisfied 
(Column 9, Lines 25-36). 

29. As per claim 23, Merchant teaches: The apparatus of claim 21 , wherein the 
arbitration logic to: 

determine a state of a selected instruction, 

select the received instruction queue if the state of the selected instruction is 
blocked, and 

issue an instruction selected from the received instruction queue (Column 9, 
Lines 64-67). 

30. As per claim 24, Merchant teaches: The apparatus of claim 21 , wherein the 
blocked instruction detect logic to: 
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determine whether the detected blocking condition is a transient blocking 
condition (Column 8, Lines 12-18, the system differentiates between long latency 
instructions, and the dependent instructions, which are "transient" in the sense that they 
aren't long latency (just dependent on one)), 

set a state of the instruction placed within the queue to the unblocked state if the 
detected blocking condition is transient (Column 11, Lines 19-26, only the "agent" 
instructions are considered to be blocked), and 

reset a state of each instruction within the recirculation queue to the unblocked 
state to enable reissue of instructions contained within the recirculation queue (Column 
9, Lines 28-36). 

31 . As per claim 25, Merchant teaches: The apparatus of claim 21 , wherein the 
blocked instruction detect logic to: 

enqueue a reissued instruction if a blocking condition of the instruction remains 
unsatisfied (Column 7, Lines 9-12), 

set a state of the reissued instruction to the blocked state (Column 8, Lines 42- 
53) and 

store the blocking condition (Column 12, Lines 51-57) (The fact that the replay 
unloading controller can selectively choose which long latency instruction is referenced 
by data return signal shows that the blocking condition was stored.). 
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32. As per claim 26, Merchant teaches: A system comprising: 

a memory controller coupled to a memory (Column 4, Lines 20-23); 

a processor coupled to the memory via a bus (Figure 1 , item 100), the processor 

including: 

a bus interface unit coupling an execution core to a cache memory including: 
a received instruction queue to store received instructions (Column 3, Lines 25- 

33), 

a recirculation queue (Figure 1, the combination of loop 156 and queue 170, 
starting at controller 154), arbitration logic to select one of the received instruction 
queue and the recirculation queue from which to issue a current instruction (Column 9, 
Lines 42- 52), and 

blocked instruction detection logic to identify instructions blocked from 
execution by detected blocking conditions, and to enqueue the instructions onto 
the recirculation queue by selectively setting states of the instructions in the 
recirculation queue to one of a blocked state and an unblocked state, 
including a respective blocking condition of each instruction within the 
recirculation queue (Column 8, Lines 42-53, the long latency instruction is a blocked 
instruction, the dependents are not blocked, as they are not directly dependent upon the 
long-latency event (such as a cache miss). A state is set, as seen in Column 9, Lines 
28-36, as the replay queue knows what the blocking conditions are for the long-latency 
instructions, the state must be set for that to be recognized), and 
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wherein the transient blocking condition corresponds to a data hazard (Column 7, 
Lines 9-1 2), but fails to teach: 

wherein instructions having a transient blocking condition are enqueued onto the 
recirculation queue in the unblocked state. 

Merchant teaches that instructions can be in either a blocked or unblocked state, 
however, a transient instruction in Merchant would typically move to the replay loop, and 
not the replay queue. However, In re Lindberg, 93 USPQ 23 (CCPA 1952) has 
established that making two parts integral are not a patentable distinction. Examiner 
recognizes that Merchant describes several advantages for having the two be separate, 
as described in Column 8. However, Examiner notes that one of ordinary skill in the art 
would also recognize that the separation of logic creates additional complexity, and if 
one was willing to make the sacrifice of performance in order to reduce complexity, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would remove the replay loop and send everything to the 
replay queue. Therefore, if the queue was to function as both the replay queue and the 
replay loop, transient instructions would also be sent to the queue. 

33. Claims 27-30 recite the same limitations as claims 22-25 and are rejected for the 
same reasons. 



34. As per Claim 39, Merchant teaches: The method of claim 1 , 
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wherein the first detected blocking condition corresponds to a non-transient 
blocking condition based on the first data hazard (Column 7, Lines 64-67, a long latency 
event), 

wherein the second detected blocking condition corresponds to a transient 
blocking condition based on the second data hazard (Column 7, Lines 8-13), and 

wherein the first data hazard is different than the second data hazard (One is 
long latency, one is short), but fails to teach: 

an instruction with a transient blocking condition going to the queue. 

Merchant teaches that instructions can be in either a blocked or unblocked state, 
however, a transient instruction in Merchant would typically move to the replay loop, and 
not the replay queue. However, In re Lindberg, 93 USPQ 23 (CCPA 1952) has 
established that making two parts integral are not a patentable distinction. Examiner 
recognizes that Merchant describes several advantages for having the two be separate, 
as described in Column 8. However, Examiner notes that one of ordinary skill in the art 
would also recognize that the separation of logic creates additional complexity, and if 
one was willing to make the sacrifice of performance in order to reduce complexity, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would remove the replay loop and send everything to the 
replay queue. Therefore, if the queue was to function as both the replay queue and the 
replay loop, transient instructions would also be sent to the queue. 

35. As per Claim 40, Merchant teaches: The method of claim 39, wherein the second 
data hazard is based on a plurality of instructions that include the instruction, wherein 
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the plurality of instructions are issued to a single address (Column 5, Line 41 , it's not a 
long-latency fault, but would create improper execution, thus would be classified as a 
transient blocking condition). 

36. As per Claim 41 , Merchant teaches: The method of claim 39, wherein the first 
data hazard is based on at least one of memory latency and bandwidth (Column 8, 
Lines 12-18, an access to main memory is a latency issue). 

Response to Arguments 

37. Regarding Applicant's arguments on Page 22, essentially that Merchant does not 
teach that the dependent instructions are blocked by blocking conditions that 
correspond to data hazards, Examiner notes that in the Applicant's specification, a data 
hazard is considered to be "where a subsequent instruction needs to see the side 
effects of a previous instruction in order to execute". Because a dependent instruction 
needs to see the result of the independent instruction in order to execute, Examiner 
believes that it falls under the category of a data hazard. 

However, in considering this argument, the Examiner also considered that 
although the dependent instructions are blocked due to data hazards, it might not be fair 
to consider them to be "transient" data hazards, if they depend upon a non-transient 
data hazard. Even though they themselves are not directly blocked from the non- 
transient hazard, they are indirectly blocked from it, and would take longer to execute 
than a non-transient hazard instruction. Thus, Examiner has provided a new grounds of 
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rejection for the claims which indicate transient hazards, as Examiner believes that it is 
only appropriate at this point to consider transient hazard instructions to be the 
instructions which appear in Merchant's replay loop. However, Examiner believes that 
the act of taking two separate paths, and combining them into one, is not necessarily a 
patentable distinction. While the separate paths do have significant advantages, the 
separate paths also necessitate extra hardware, and thus one may be willing to sacrifice 
the performance in order to achieve simplicity. 

However, if the Applicant can show to the Examiner that this would not be the 
case, then the claims would likely be in condition for allowance, as Examiner believes 
Merchant is the best and closest art, and that other single-queue systems do not 
contain the other limitations present in the claims. If Applicant believes an interview 
would be helpful, they are welcome to contact the Examiner at the number below. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ROBERT E. FENNEMA whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-2748. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 9:30- 
6:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Eddie P Chan/ Robert E Fennema 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 21 83 Examiner 

Art Unit 2183 
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